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Teachers' concerns have been conceprtualized as classifiable
into two types: concerns about benefit to self and concerns about
benefit to pupils (Fuller, 1969).

Beginning teachers were posited to be particularly preoccupied
about themseivés: about their own comfort, adegquacy and success
rather than about their pupils' comfort, adequacy or success. Type-
scripts of preservice teachers' group counszling sessions, individ-
ual interviews and surveys of their problems aﬁd satisfactions
showed neophytes mentioning most often concerns about their ability
to control the class, their content masteny, supervisors' evalua-
tion of them, working conditions and' liking by pupils. Much less
frequently mentioned by preservice teachers were concerns about
pupil needs and pupil gain. o

Little is kriown about the concerns of experienced teachers.
That little however is consistent with the notion that experienced
teachers are more likely to be concerned about benefit to pupils

¢

than are inexperienced teachers. I'or example, experienced teachers
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in England were concerned about slow progress of pupils whereas
their inexperienced counteggqg;gwweneﬂconcérned about criticism
from superiors and about maintaining discipline. The experienced
teachers derived saﬁisfaétion from success of former pupils whereas
the inexpericnced teachers derived satisfaction from holidays

and praise from inspectors (Gabriel, 1957).

Concerns about teaching are expressions of feit need which
probably possess motivation for relevant learning. .Consequently,
‘any regularities in the concerns of teachers are of interest to
teacher educators. If motivation is to be harnessed for learning,
curricula should consider tne felt needs or concerns of teachers.
For evample, preservice teachers who are concerned about dis-
ciﬁline are probably motivated fo learn about methods-of class
control and perhaps about related material such as research in
soc1al control. Such neophytes are probably less ready to
" learn about topics out51de their immediate concern, such as

19
instructional design, statistics or .evaluation of student progress,
topics often emphasized early in preservice education.  The
typical sequencing of topics in preservice education courses
and texts may fail to provide the kind of information education
students want at the time they feel they need it. The same may
be true of inservice training. Teacher education, both prc-
service and inservice, may be answering very well questions
trainees"are not asking. ,

The general purpose of this series of investigations has been
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to shed some light on this general question about the relation-
ship of teachers’ concerns and teacher éducation.

The particular study reported here had three specific cb-
jectives within this larger purpose. Its first objective was tc
discover whether the posited regularities in the concerns of
*eachers in the United States acfually do exist and to describe
tnem. TFor example, do concerns of teachers actu~lly fall into
two categories, concerns about self and concerns about pupils?

The second objective was to dis<vover whether teachers' con-
cerns are related to experience. Are the concerns of experienced
and inexperienced teachers predictably different? “he third ob-
jective was to reconceptualize teacher concerns if necessary, in
the light of new evidence about the structure of concerns and

about events which appear to influence concerns.

Assessment of Concerns

A structured instrument has many advantages, particularly
for analysis, advantages sorely needed in this study. However,
such a format has one disadvantage which, at this stage of our
knowledge about concerns, was felt to outweigh any advantages. A
structured instrument requires that the instrument developer select
the content to be presented to subjects. Such selection may elim-
inate the very concerns which we most need to observe. For example,
in many previous surveys of teacher problems, teachers were presented

with structured instruments. These typically contained few if any




Fuller . _ U

\

items permitting the teacher to report concerns about her own
feelings, feelings of inadequacy for example. Consequently,
concerns about feelings, a large ccmponent of concerns about self,
were unlikely to turn ub except in very small studies using free
response sources such as personal letters (Phillips, 1932) or coun-
seling typescripts (Fuller, 1969).

In order to allow unrestricted reporting of concerns, but to
permit a iarger survey than is possible using typescripts or
correspondence, development was undertaken of a free response
instrument and a content analysis system. At first this instru-

ment was a blank sheet of paper with verbal .instructions to sub-

jects to write dd&n/what they were.concerned about. Recently,
procedures have become increasingly systematic, and a semi-
structured open-ended iInstrument titled the Teacher Concerns State-
ment (TCS) was used in the studies repoited here. This instrument
pefmits quantification of information collected, but since the
subject provides the content, the emergence of still unidentified
concerns is not curtailed. The TCS is transitional between the
cumbérsome typescript approach used in earliest research on

teacher concerns and a structured instrument being developed.
:”1’

Teacher Concerns Statement

The TCS attempts to find out what concerns a teacher by
asking her. A cover sheet says "The purpose of this form is to

discover what teachers are concerned about at different points in
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their careers. With this information, teacher educators can
include in teacher education what teachers feel they need." Next
information is regquested aboui: the subjeét's name, institution,
sex, teaching experience, age, and academic classification. The
TCS asks "WHEN YOU THINK ABOUT YOUR TEACHING, WHAT ARE YOU CONCERNED
ABOUT? (Do nbt say what you think others_are concerned about, but
. only what concerns you now.) Please be frank."

Subjects are given ten minutes and both sides of an 8 x 10%
unlined sheet on which to write their response to this question.
Administracion has been done by a psychometrist or other stranger

rather than by an instructor or supervisor. However, no assurance

of confidentiality is given subjects.

Scoring Teacher Concerns Statements

Several different category systems have been devised. 1Ini-
tially topics were empirically derived from typescripts of inter-
views and group counseling sessions. Conceptuallzations for topies
and for grouping them came from many sources (ASCD, 1962; Combs,
1965; Erickson, 1956, 1959; Gabriel, 1957; chkson, 1968; Maslow,
1954) . Convergences in the structure of interpersonal behavior
(Foa, 1961; Manning, 1972; Wiggins, 1968) were particularly useful
becatise concerns SGeh fo be rehearsals of the interpersonal as
well as the intrapersonal aspects of teaching.

One content analysis category system based on these con-

ceptualizations was used to score all the TCS protocols in this
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\study. This system consists of the six teaching concern cate-
gories described below, plus one non-teaching category (fuller &
Case, 1970). The non-teaching category was employed by coders
but was discarded for analyses.

Codeable units. The unit coded is the "content unit" defined

as every word group that expresses a single codeable concern. A
content unit is generally a complete sentence although it can also
be a paragraph, a phrase or a clause if that expresses a single
codeable concern. The convention is to score every unit, even
repetitions of the same category, except those which are iden-
tical (in the same words) or nearly identical repetitions.
Categories. The categories are summarized below. They are
described mcre fully ir a scoring manual (Fuller & Case, 1670).
At the left are the letters R, A, L, T, N, E, representing
the key worEldescribing the category. These letters will be used
in this report to refer to categories. In addition 0 code indi-
cates a non-teaching category. The code numbers 0 through 6 were

assigned by coders.

f
Concerns about Self3
0 Non teaching Concerns. Statements contain information or

concerns unrelated to teaching.

(3)

Concerns about Self as Teacher
R Concerns about Role. Waere Do I Stand? Statements about

the subject's place in the psychological, social, and physical
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environment of the classvoom, school, or community: ahout being
evaiuated, about rules, administrative policy, resources available,

and so on.

A Concerns about Adequacy. How Adequate Am I? Statements
about one's own adequacy as a teacher or as a person, including

statements about discipline and subject matter adequacy.
Ed

L Concerns about Being Liked or Liking. How Do Pupils Feel
About Me? What Are Pupils Like? Statements about personal, social,
and emotional relationships with pupils including the pupils’

feelings toward the teacher and the teacher's feelings toward pupils.

Concerns about Pvpils(3)
T Concerns about Teaching. Are Pupils Learning What I'm
Teaching? Statements about the subject's teaching performancé and

about whether pupils are learning material selected for them.

N Concerns about Pupil Needs. Are Pupils Learning What They
Need? Statements about what pupils nced, about whether pupils are

learning what they need, and about teaching methods and other means,

inside the classroom, to that end.

E Concerns about Educaticnal Improvement. How Can I Improve
Myself as a Teacher and Improve All That Influences Pupils? State-
ments about means for improving the lot of pupils, about the sub-
jéct's own personal and professional development, about cthics, cdu-

cational issues, community preblems, ead other events ocutside the
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classroom related to pupils learning what they need.

\

Scores Used in Analyses

Frequency scorc. The basic scores collected are frequency

scores. A frequency score is defined for each.of the six teaching
categories, R, A, L, T, N, E, so that each subject has fix fre-
quency scores. Each such frequency score, for one subject, is the
number of concerns expressed by that subject which were coded in
one concerns‘category.'

These frequéncy scores provide the basic raw data with which
all analyses were performed. However, due to the unstructured
nature of the TCS, frequency scores are not comparable for all
subjects. -Onc subject pight express many concerns and another
very few. Some subjects may express only one kind of concern and
others may express different kinds of concerns.

To illustrate, consider two hypothetical subjects, A and B.

The six freguency scores for each of these subjects is presented

in Table 1.

—m - o A Em m A o e Em v m R MR A e A R e e e e m S R W e R e e em W em e e wm =

Suppose we ask which of these two subjects is best char-
acterized as a category I, type subject. If the magnitude of the
frequency score for category I, concerns is the criteria, then sub-

ject A, whose frequency scorc is 4, is selected over subject B

)
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whose frequency score is 3.
At least two objections to such a use of the magﬁitudes of
raw frequency scores as a criterion for inter-subject comparisons
ﬁavé béédlrécognized. First, B might be said te be a more "pure"”
gategory L;type éubject than A. All B's concerns are coded L,
whe?eas %;§ concéfns are coded‘T*ég_well és L. The second ob-
jecéiOn is that AVmight have been selected'because of verbosity
rather than because A is more a category L subjeét than B. Possibly
A has more L concerns.only because A has expressed more concerns. |

Obviously the TCS has severe psychometric limitations even—..__._._ .

o

though it has the advantage ofLallowing subjects to report freely.’
These limitations have been somewhat ameliorated by the use of
two other séoresA—prbpdrtion scores and dichotomized frequency

scores, both derived from raw frequency scores.

Proportion score. Six proportion scores are defined for each

subject, one score for each of the six teaching concerns categories.

For each concerns category, the proportion score-is defined &=
. ;

the ratio of the frequehéy score for that category to the sum of

the frequency scores for all six concerns categories. To some

‘extent this mancuver tékes into aecount thé";bnvity“fgf the pro-
tocoi, that is the‘nuﬁber of concurnsvexprcssed in cutugnri%§ other
than the oneAbeing scored. As can be concluded fromTable 1; the {
pLOpOPtiOH scores four subjects A and B‘for category ﬂ are .57

and 1.0, wherecas their frequency scores are reversed in magnitude,

t and 3. Thus,'using a freguency score only, A would be selected

\

.
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as the category L type subject. Using a proportion scot oever,
B would be selected, a choice which reflects more sensil
relative srrength of I, concern in the two protocols.

Dichotomized f{regquency score. The dichotomized f{reguenc
3 y

score was defined to take into account subject verbosity. As

with proportion scores, one dichotomized frequency score is
defined for each of the six concerns categories. Ior each ceie-
gory, the dichotomized frejuency score is defined to hav¢ a value
of 1 if the corresponding concern category has a walue of 1 or
mcre; otherwise the dichotomized frequency .vore is defired to
have a value of 0. A final reference to Table 1 shows that,
althcugh use of the raw frequency score would dictate the choice
of A as the "category L type" subject, the dichotomized frequency
scores for both A and B are 1. Thus A and B are identical with
respect to their being characterized as category L type subjects,
a choice which reflects more sensibly the presence or absence of

. concerns. Thus, the dichotomized frequency scorevcan be thought
of as reflecting the presence or absence of a concern and tie
proportion score can bhe thought of as reflecting the relative strengtn

of the corcern.

Summary scores. All three scores described above (frequency,

proportion, and dichotomized scores) require that each subject be
characterized by six scores, one for each of the six categories.
However some investigations are more easily performed with the use

of a single score for a subject which, in some scnse at leust, best
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Hsummarizes the location of the subject on the concerns éontinuum;
Several such summary scores have been considered, all with one
featuré in commdh; All require the assignment to each of;thé‘éon-j;
cerns categories of & numerical vélue representing the idéétiéhﬁOf'f
the category on the éonéerﬁé continuum.
The lack of a well-defined underlying scaling model is a
severe liﬁitation. It wa; thought, on the basis of literature
reviews and clinicel observations, that concerns ﬁay occur in a
seguence from concerns about éelf to conéerns'about others, that
R and A represent self goncérns,:thaF‘N andrE reprusent concerns
about others,'énd that L and T are gifficult to blace in-one camp -
or the other. If this proposition is éccepted, the;sequehcé is
approximately R, A, L, T; N, E. The integers 1 through 6 can be
aSsigne&'talbéit very cautiously) to the categories R, A;EQ, f,‘N,
E respectively. (In earlier investiéétions, a seventh catégdry, 
representing non-teachingicon¢erné was also utiiizéd,,.The value
of D was assigned to this7category1) | |
ObQidusly any numericél-éssign&ents to categories are
arbitrary. In fact thé correctness of these assignments is
. itself ‘a point at iésue in all these investigations.‘
The‘assignment‘of numerical values is particularly shaky be-
cause such assignment assumes that the concerns continuum is an
interval scale and that each pair éf adjacent categories is the

same distance apart. These assumptions. cannot be tested with the

TCS. <onsequently, no unambiguous conclusions can be based on any

(
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summary scores. This will be kept in mind in considering the
§§\”“results of parametric‘tests performed, since all of these involve
the abcve assumptions. Because of the hazards of usihg summary
scores gnd parametric tests, dichotomized frequency scores,.
pr0portion scores, and non-parametfié tests were used wherever
possible. Nevertheless, SOme>summary scores were examined.
Mean score. If X réppesents a concerns category, and fX repre-

sents the frequency&of concerns coded in category X, the mean

score is derfined as

&1 = 1-fp + 2-f, + 3-fp + U-fp + 5-f + 6-fg

fR + fA + fL + fT + fN +.fB

This mean has a sawtooth distribution, with'peaks at the
integer values and valleys in the intervals between adjacent

\
values. Because of this extreme departure from normality, the

mean derived as above was not used in any of the analyses reported

here.

Mode. The modal score represents the' concentration of con-

cerns in one of the six concerns categories. Formally, the modal
' i

score is that integer (from 1 to 6) assigned to the concerns cate- //f

gory with the largest frequency score. Like the mean score, the
I

————

LA
lﬂ;,,,,_ﬂ_JEEBSEpv' and for inservice subjects, is shown in Table 2.- "
R . . 2

—— o O o S S T T T e G e e e A R SN e S

modal score is not normally distriﬁuted. This distributién;—Tfor—

-
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There it can be seen that the distribution, for both groups of
subjects, is bimodal due to the small number of concerns in cate-
gory L. However, with the exception of this single dip in the
distributions at the modal scoré value of 3 (Lj, the distributions
are 31 fair approximation of normality. Assuming that the robust-
ness of the F statistic willnextend to this dist%ibution and be-
cause nc other summary statistic with better properties seemed
available; the modal score has been the summary score utilized

,in all parametric statistical tests reported here.

Range. The range is defined as the absolute value of the
difference between the largesf and smallest iﬁ%egér values assigned
to categories in which at least one of the subjéq?’s gxpressed
cbhcerns was coded. This range score is an indicatdr of the

- spread of the subject‘g concerns over the Qhole concerns continuum.
. The range scores ére very positively skewed as Table 3 |
reveals. The skéwness is so extreme as to preclude analysis by

parametric testy. However, the distribution itself provides in-

formation which will be presented later.

- s =0 ey s . Sm T M An G S M v o D mav s Gmp S $eg U md Gu S W T i S G M G D S T wa =

; Coding of Teacher Concerns Statement

Coders were instructed to read the whole concerns statement

through once and then to place parentheses around every coqpeﬁt
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unit expressing a concern. They then assigned a code number: O,
1, 2, 3, 4, 5 or 6 to each content unit. The code numbers were
those described above and in a manual (Fuller & Case, 1970).

Coders coded protocols blind, that is they'did not know the
identity, sex, or preservice-inservice status of the subject. How-
ever, coders were familiar with the hypothesized sequenc=2 of con-
cerns. In addition, they were instructed to code questionable
statements "in context". Homogeneity of codes therefore are, at

- least in part, an artifact of thé instruction to coders about

questionable "statements.

Coder Sfability

Forty-eight protocols were selected and were indEpendently
coded twice by each of twp coders, two weeks aéart. Since cén-
cerns had been observed to be related to experience, protocols
of subjects with widely varying degrees of teaching experience
were selected in order to increase the probability of obtaining
'scores in all six categories. The 48 protocols included 19 from

experienced teachers, 15 from student teachers, and 14 from pre-

service students with no formal classroom teaching experience.

Since most of the scores used in analyses are based on
the frequency of concerns coded in each of the six concern levels,
coder stability with respect to each of these six frequencies is of
fundamental importance. Spearman rank order correlation cocffi-

. cients for each of these frequency variables are presented in Table

4. Due to the skewness 0f each of these frequency distributions.
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the Pearsoﬁ r would have been difficult to interpret and hence
was not examined.

As can be seen in Table 4, all coefficients are significant
beyond the .05 level, but stability is lowest for the less ex-

perienced coder #2 in categories R and E.

- S W G = e R e 5 A e e e = W S e = e T A - - ——

" The derived scores actually used in analyses were the mode,

the rzage, and the six proportion scores. Correlation coefficients

befiecting coder stability for these scores are shown in Table 5.

- Y S e e —— " " - —— Y - T - G = W = WS WD e g o - -

Thé distributiqns for the rapge_and the six proportion scores

are all highly skewed. Therefore a Spearman rank order coeffi-
cient was ccmputed for these scores also. The distribution of the
mode is more nearly normal, but to provide some degree of compara-
bility between correlations using-the-modal-and cother scores, the "
Spearman nankiorder correlation was also used for the mode. All

coefficients are significantly non-zcero at the .05 level except

for the R proportion scores of coder #2.

Intercoder Consistency

Correlations between coders for the frequency of concerns
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coded in each of the six categories are presented in Table 6.

The sample of 48 subjects on whom these data are based is almost
identical to that used above, and Spearman rank order correlations
were’also used here. For the first coding three categories were
non-significant, but for the second coding all correlations were
significantly non;zero.

Correlations between coders for the various derivéd gcores
are presented in Table 7. On first coding, three ofbthe eight

derived scores were nonsignificant. On the second coding, only

one (L) was.

- o . ——— A = — —— - - S Ah e Y G S = G e = O e g = = G D O Sk e AR SR O e o=
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Coding Quality and Concerns Scores
v - Coder-stabilities—are-relatively high for this kind of instru-
ment although T and E appear to require improvement. However,
agreement between coders is unsatisfactory for categories R and T
on first coding and for L on both first and second coding. Both
. R and L are infrequent categories. Nevertheless this 1ack of agree-
ment vitiates confidence in these scores.

One explanation of differences may be rater specific differences
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in coding. If this is the case, rater agreement cori2lations
might easily be lower than either of the individual ratewrs'
stability coefficients as is true in the data presented here.
Examination of the protocols provides some evidence for this
explanation. Many statements coded T by coder #1 were quite
consistently coded A by coder #2. For example'the statement "I
am concerned about being able to present the subject matter to my
students in such a way that they will be interested." Ccder #1
consiétently coded this and similar statements as a concern about
teaching (T) while coder #2 equally consistently coded it as a
concern about ability (A). When such differences occurred, coder
#1 was apparently the "better”™ coder. Stability for coder #1
was higher and it was observed that on second coding, coder #2
tended to change toward coder #l's coding. Since coder #l coded
most of the protocols (931 out of 1359) somewhat more confidence
can probably be placed in the categorization than might appear
from the intercoder agreement correlation coefficients alone.
Another possible source of differences is coder disagreement
about what constitutes a content unit. For example, one coder
might code a portion of a protocol as two adjacent A's, while the
other coder might code it as a single A. In actuality, they agree
on the content code, but their proportion scores for A would not
agree. Since the disagreement observed is in proportion scores
rather than mode or range, this seems a plausible explanation.

Examination of the protocols showed that this actually did happen.
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In sum, conclusions about some proportion scores, espééially
L, need to be informed by their unreliability. However, most of
the coding was done by the more experienced coder whose coding
was more stable and who tended to provide the standard to which
the other coder independently moved. Consequently, the scores were

accepted, although with cauticn.

Influences on Expressions of Concerns
, Subjects apparently understand what the TCS expects of them.
They rarely ask questions, for example, about what concerns are,
and they respond meaningfully to TCS instructions.

Verbosity. Responses vary considerably in length. Hence the
concern could be related to the length of the response and long
statements coded *higher"™ than short statements. To exgmine this
possibility, three groups of "extreme™ protocols were identified.
One was a "pupil benefit™ group of protocols containing either only
N's, only E's, or N's and E's. A sécondvgroup was a "self benéfit"
group of protocois containing only R's, only A's, or only R's
and A's. The third was a middle group of protocols, containing
only L's, only T's, or oniy L's and T's. For each protocol the
nunber of words and the number of scored concerns were counted.

As.can be seen in Table 8, subject verbosity is for the most
part unrelated to’fhe kinds of concerns a subject expresses. The
numberiof words and stéteménts of inservice teachersvand the number
of statements of preservice teachers are not related to concern

level. However the number of words used by preservice teachers is
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an exception. There were significant differences (p {.05) in
word frequency among the three preservice groups, but the order
was different from the order tested. Logically it was thought
that inarticulate subjects might score low and more articulate
subjects high so that the order would be low, medium, high. The
actual order fcound is middle, low, high, with middle concern
subjects the least verbose. Consequently there does not seem to
be a simple linear relationship between verbosity and concerns
level. Apparently concerns ievel is not merely afticulateness.
However the possibility of a curvilinear relationship does exist
especially since the least wordy subjects were in the middle for
the nonsignificantly differeﬁt inservice groups as well as for the

significantly different preservice groups.

-,--____-__-_---__,_--__--5__;-_,\. ............

\
Insert Table 8 about here

___..________-..-___.k.f ________________________

1

Social desirability. Whetﬁép subject/ were frank, as they were

asked to be, is unknown. We do kndy from/ratings of social desir-
}ééussion with preservice

ability of concerns and from informél di
teachers, that concerns about one's adequacy are far less socially
s : L
desirable than concerns about,féachipg or concerns about pupils.
N

Since concerns about adequacy Gbmprile almost the whole of con-
NS

s

cerns about self, and since such concerns are notoriously low
status concerns, self concerns may be underestimated and pupil con-

cerns may be overestimated. However, codurs knew that some concerns,
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especilally A concerns, were low status concerns. They were
probably alert to hints in the protocol communicating concerns
about adequacy. . On the one hand was subjects' reluctance to ex-
press socially undesireahble concerns, and cn the othew was coders'

sensitivity to this reluctance, possibly balancing ore another.

Tests of Propositions about Concerns
Teacher Concerns Statements were secured from 1359 teachers
in the United States of whom 265 were inservice teachers (100 males
and 165 females), 994 were preservice teachers (125 males and 869
females), and 100 were unclassifiable. The teachers surverwed came
primarily from one southwestern state although some were in the
southeast, middle west, and northeast. Teacher Concerns Statements

were coded and scored as described zlove.

FEarly and Late Concerns Stages

Are They Stages?

A two stage model of concerns had been posited earlier (Fuller,
1969), on the basis of convergences in the empirical literature and
of clinical observations. These two stages were called early
concerns about self and late concerns abqut pupils. Therefore it
would not be expected that teachers would have concerns in both
stages at once. However, if individuals have concerns in only one
stage, this cf itself cannot be considered support for distinct

stages. Ss may, for example, have unexpressed concerns in other



Fuller 21

stages. On the other hand, if teachers do tend to express con-
“cerns in two stages simultaneously, that would be strong evidence
against the proposition.

Apparently teachers tend not to have both early and late con-
cerns simultaneously. In the original model, categories R, A, and
L were considered early concerns and T, N, and E late concerns. As
can be seen in Tablé 9, 75% of the total sample had concerns in
either the early stage or the late stage, while only 25% had con-
cerns in both groups. Only 13% of the inservice teachers and 28%

of the preservice teachers had mixed ccncerns.

The distinctness of stages was also examined by looking at
the range of teachers' concerns. In terms of particular categories,
the early late sequence was thought to be R; A, L, T, N, E. If
teachers tend to have concerns in one category or in adjacent
categories, they can be characterized as haviﬁg relatively homo-
geneous concerns, that is as being at some definable point in the
sequence. As was true before, concentration is not necessarily
evidence for distinet stages, but the finding that concerns are
spread over all categories would be evidence against distinct

stages.

4
Teachers did tend to express ccncentrated rather than spread
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out concerns. Of 1293 subjects (all subjects for whom preservice/
inservice status was known), 50% expressed only one kind of coﬁcern.
Apparently this‘was not due to expressions of only one content unit
however. 1In over two thirds of these single concern category
protocols, two or more content units were coded. In other words,
about half the subjects expressed only one kind of concern, but
most of these expressed more thaq;one concern, all in the same
category. Seventy-six percent of the total sample had a range of

1 or less, that is they expressed concerns adjacent in the posited
sequence. 91% had a range of 2 or less, while only.I% had a range

of 4 or 5. This evidence then does not disconfirm the proposition

that stages are distinct.

Are They Early and Late?

Factor loadings. If there are in fact two stages of concerns,

we would expect opposife;factor loadings for categories that define
the two stages. This was examined by two factor analyses, using
inservice subjects in one factor analysis and preservice subjects
in the second analysis.

Six variables were used in each of these two analyses: one
variable for each of the six concerns categories. The scores used
were the dichotomized frequency scores described previously. Table

10 summarizes the results for each of the two factor analyses.
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The factor loadings for variables A and N 'are quite pronounced.
A and N appear to be well defined anchor points for the self-other

concerns continuum.

Category range. If the hypothesized sequence of concerns

categories is correct, and if subjects' concerns are assumed to be
localized on a ﬁmall interval of the concerns continuum, then ex-
pressed concerrns of each subject should be coded into a single
category or in adjacent categories. The data presented in Table 3
are consistent ;ith this conclusion. Specifically, the larger the
range score, which indicates the amount of distance on the posited
sequence, the smaller the frequency of subjeéts who expressed such
hypothetically disparate concerns.

However, this evidencé presented in Table 3 cannot by itself
be construed as support for the posited segquence.

Almost 50% of the sample had a range score of 0. For each
of these subjects, all expressed concerns were coded into a
single category. This provides absolutely no information to either
support or contradict any hypothesized séguence. Any data relevant
to sequence can only be obtained from the remaining portion of the

sample. Of course, we cannot generalize conclusions about the
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sequence of concerns based on only half of the samplé,htojphe

-

complete sample. ; - | BRI

Ve
> ¥

. Individual profiles.: In‘éddition to factdrs“and fanges;‘:.j

examination of the distribution of-coded'condeins fof;eécﬁi;ubjeCt
was considered. If the positéd sequence is correct’ if439emé"ré%;
sonable to expect an inverted V distribution for each subgect,.
that is his distribution should have .a single modal frequency ‘
"Central" categories should be most frequent with category fre-
quencies decreasing with distance from the hmdalfcafegory.
However, this procedufe qpuld not be utilizeé'becausé no
single set of criteria seemed appropriaféf:f}o ‘aiamblé; should
the modal category(s) be expected to contain a certain:percenfage
of all the expressed concerns in order to be consi@eféd ag.ghbporting
the hypothesized sequence? If“so, what shoﬁldhsuph é'perceétage
be? Since such decisions seemed necessarily afbitrar?,’thié pro-

cedure was not utilized.

- 5 T
Inservice-preservice modal scores. If teacher concerns occur

in the two stages posited, early concern with self and later concern
with pupils, then éoncerns near“the self end of thé‘continuum (R, A,
and L) ought to be more characteristic 6f pfeservice teachers while
concerns neaf the pupil end of the continuum (T, N, and E) ought

to be more characieristic of inservicetteachens. In.order to
examine this question, the concerns of preser&iee and inservice

teachers were compared using modal scores.

In a previous section of this paper, certain deficiencies in
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the use of the modal score were noted. Conseguently, conclusions
drawn from parametric tests using the mocde should be supported by
non-parametric tests. The results of both types of tests will be
repopted when used.

Using the mode, preservice and inservice teachers were suc- -
cessfully discriminated as shown in Table 11. The 2 x 2 analysis
of variance reported there incorporated sex as an additional

5

variable .

o

Insert Table 11 abouf here

The concerns of inservice teachers were significantly highér
than those of preéérvice teachers (F = 236.30, df = 1, 1257,
p £.0001). Males and females did not differ (F = 0.216, df = 1,
1257, p =.65) nor wa: there a significant interaction between experi-
ence and sex (F.= 0.41, df = 1, 1257, p = .53). =

These results clearly suppert the proposition that preservice
teachers are more likely to express concerns coded in categories -
posited at the self end of the posited continuum, while inservice
teachers are more likely to express concerns that are coded at the
pupil end of the continuum, i.e., that self concerns are early
concerns and concerns about pupils are late concerns.

Non-parametric tests support this conclusion. For each of the
six dichotomized frequency variables, a 2 x 2 contingency table

classified subjects by (1) preservice-inservice status, and (2)

the value (1 or 0) of the variable. Table 12 presents information
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abstracted from these six contingency tables and the results of

the six tests performed.

Significantly more preservice teachers expresséd A and L.con-
cerns while more inservice teachers expressed N and E concerns.
All these differences are in the predicted direction. .- Concerns
- posited to be early concerns are more typical of pbeservice teachers
while concerns posited o be late concerns are more typical of in-
service teachers. For two categories however, R and T, there were

&

no differences. This was not unexpected however. R concerns were

infrequently expressed, and T had been considered difficult to

place at either the early or late end of the sequence.

Inservice aﬂa preservice range. If éoncerns are related to .
experience, then.the concerns of preservice teachers being lower
would have room to increase, and might be increasing. The concerns
of inserv;ce teachers would be expected,to{gg higher: have less .

“room to increase, and moré?to decrease, butlshoulﬁ nut be decreasing.
Consequently preservice téécheps ;ight have concerns all along

the sequence, low, middle, and high.  Inservice teachers on the
other hand would have middle and high concerns, but fuw low cencerns.
If this is so., preservice teachers' range scores should be higher
than fhose,of inservice teachers.

The data in Table 3 indicate a trend in the expected direction
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As can be seen there, 80% of inservice teachers and 76% of pre-
service teachers had a range of 1 or less. Chi square (14.363, fi;:

Ry

df =5, p = .05) supports rejcction of the no difference hypothesis
?

in the predicted direction, However, the noun-parametric Kolmogorov-

Smirnov test failed to reach significance (D = .0636).

Training Stage and Sex of Preservice Teachers

If'inservice—presérvice status is related to concerns level,
perhaps the amount of experience during preservice education is
related to concerns. To examine this question, six stages of
training were defined for preservice subjects. These are shown

B .
-

in Table X3.
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The modal scores fonﬁlﬂggxpreservice subjects were used in a 2 (sex)

by 6 (stage) analysis of iiiance. Table 14 summarizes cell char-

acteristics.
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No significant main effec@s for sex (F =.0.57, df = 1, 1016,

p = .47) or for stage of preservice training (F = 0.91, af = 5,

1016, p .48) were found. The interaction was also non-signifi-

il

cant (F = 0.39, df = 5, 1016, p = .86).
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One conclusion that might be drawn is that preservicéAsubjects
form a homogeneous group with respect to concerns category. How-
éver, an alternative explanation is that the TCS is simply not a
sufficiently powerful instrument to detect any but gross diffefences
such as preservice-insérvice differences.

Inspection of Table 14 reveals an'intereéting characteristic
of subjects in stage 3, first contact wifh the classroom. The
méan scores for both male and female subjects in this stage are,

in an absolute sense, low in comparison to the means for all other

'groups except one. This one is the male stage 6 group, but its

3 subjects are too few to warrant serious scrutiny.

This characteristic dip in concerns level is not significantly
different from the mean scores of other stages. However, it
warrants further investigation when a‘better instrument is available,
particularly since it was expected that self concerns, especially
those about discipline and content adequacy, would intensify at first
contact with teaching (Newlove & Fdller, 1971).

The host striking feature of these daté is that'concerns do not

change over training, except to go down at first contact with teaching.

Experience of Inservice Teachers

Inservice-preservice status is related to concerns. A plausible
conjecture is that the concerns level of inservice teachers is a func-
tion of years of experience. Specifically it was proposed that there

* > - . - { -
is a monotonically increasing relat:ionship between years of experience
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and concerns level: the gr%ater the amount of teaching experience,

the higher the concerns level. To test this hypothesis, a linear

model was constructed, of the form ]
50 ©
1 —— .
) 3/’ = 72:\ Cl.1'>< + £
L.

The vector X(1) contains the element 1 for each subject who
had i years of experience; all other elements had a value of 0.
The criterion vector, Y, contained as elements the modal concern
level for each of the subjects.

The model (1) was tested for existence of a linear relation-
ship between years of experience and concerns level. That is, a

restricted model was constructed, of the form

o2 L
2) ‘'Y =5 .
@ Y =2 loe+-ud X+ &
Y : |
The full model (1) was compared to the restricted model (2),

using the statistic

F= (RZ - R%)/af,

(1 - Rr$)/af,
where'Ri = squared multiple correlation coefficienE of the full
model (1); Rg = gquared multiple correlation coefficient of the
‘restricted model (2); and dfy, df2 are the degrees oflfreedom.
The results were F = 0.9 (df = 33, 212) and the linearity

assumption was not rejected.

s N
The least square estimate of by in model (2) was by = 0.0131.
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This value may be interpreted as the slope of the stréight line
relationship between the number of years og experience and the

level of concerns. The primary question 6f interest is whether
this linear rzlationship is an inéreasing relationship; that is,

is the value of b, significantly different from zero?

1

To test the null hypothesis of bl = 0, this restriction was
imposed on model (2), creating a new restricted model,

| 50 T T
@ Y =er 2 X + L
. Lol

Models (2) (the full model) and.(3) {(the restricted model)
were compared by use of the F--statistic described above. The re-
sults (F = 2.2u, df = 1, 2uuy, p = .1l4) did not support a rejection
Qf the null hypothesis of zero slope.

To summarize, the above tests provide no evidence to support
the proposition that an increasing number of years of teaching
experience results in an increasing level of concerns. Before
rejecting the hypothesized in;reasing relationship, alternative
reasons for these results were éxplored. -Specifically, the sample
could consist of subgroups which might cancel effects wheﬁ these
subgroups were consolidated.

Two additional studies were conducted to investigate this
possibility. - In the first study, inservice teachers were differ-

entiated by sex. In the second study elementary teachers and

secondary teachers were separated.
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Sex and experience of inservice teachers. The starting model

was a model of the form

) Y“'%. a;xm %b Z+E

Le)

For each i, the vector x(1) contained the element 1 if the
corresponding subject was a male teacher with i years of experience;
otherwise, the element was 0. The vectcrs z(1) are similarly defined,
for female teachers. The critérion vector Y contained as elements
the modal concerns-leyels of the éubjects. ‘

The first hypotheses tested were that there is a linear rela-
tionship between the number of years of expérience of male teachers
and their concerns level, and that there is a correSponhlng linear

relationship for female teachers. The restrlcted model designed

to test this hypothesis was a model of the form

, Bo Wy W
& Y =22 (co*t Q.\X +2kdo d) 2t £

(O
The full and restricted models, (W) and”(S), were compared by

use of the F--statistic discussed earlier. Results of this test
(F = 0.67, df = 50, 164) did not support rejection of the null
hypnothesis. The least square estimates of the parameters ¢y and

. A A ) .
d, were' ¢y = ,0392 and 4y = .0007. These values may be interpreted

1
as the slopes of thevstraight line relationships of the male sub-

sample and the female subsample, respectively. The test for an

increasing relationship between number of years of experience and
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concerns level, for the male and for the female subsaﬁples, is
simply a test of the null hypotheses that c¢; = 0 and d, = 0.

Each of these null hypotheses was tested separately. Restricted
modzcl (6). ‘

© Y= c_o'SZo Xm . si(ds o dy) Zm*E

Cu Y]

3)

was utilized to test the null hypothesis that ¢; = 0 (that is,
that for the male subsample, there was no increasing pelafionship
between the number of years of experience and concerns level).

Restricted model (7)

50 ‘ W 50 L) (4)
7 7=LZ._(C°*L'C.\X v dog‘Z( +_E

was utilized to test the corresponding null hypothesis for the
‘female subsample. ’

The results of the first of these two tests (F = 5.583, df = 1,‘
214, p €.05) permit rejection of the null hypothesis. Therefore,
for the male subsample, the level of concerns may be considered to
increase with an increasing number of years of experience. However,
for the female subsample, the results (F = .01, df = 1, 214, p <.9%)
do not permit rejection of the null hypothesis. For thé female sub-
population, there is no increase in level of concerns for increasing
number of years of experience. Figure 1 presents a graphic summary
of these two tests. The y-intercept values of the two lines in

Figure 1 are 4.51 (for males) and 4.78 (for females). These values

are the least square values of the y-intercept.
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Experience and elementaryv-secondary status of inservice

teachers. The starting model utilized to ascertain the relationship
of elementary/secondary teaching classification and the number of
years of teaching experience on concerns levels was of the same form
as model (4). Only the definitions of the vectors x(1) and 2(1) are
different: for'each i, the vector X(i) contained element 1 if the
corresponding subject was a secondary teacher with i years of teaching
experience; otherwise, the element was 0. The vectors z(1) are
similarly defined for elementary teachers.

First, the hypothesis was tested that there is a linear rela-
tionship between the number of years of experience of secondary
teachers and their concerns level, and that there is é corrgsponding
linear relationship for elementary teachers. The restricted model
constructed to make this ‘tést was of the same form as model (5).

Results of thé F--test used for comparison of models (4) and
(5) (F = 0.89, df = 53, 135, p<.68) did not permit a rejection
of the null h&pothesis. Accordingly, the rélationship"between years
of experiencé and the modal score, for'bOth elementary and for
secondary teachers, may be considered a linear, rather than a
curvilinear, relationship.

Thé least square estimates of the parameters cj and d1 were

¢y = -0.0236 and dj = 0.0149. These values may be interpreted as




Fuller ‘ 34

the slopes of the linear relations of the elementary teacher
subsample and the secondary teachér subsample, respectively: The
algebraic signs of the le;st square estimates might suggest that
for the elementary feacher subsample, the level of concerns is
inversely related to the number of years of teaching experience.

The corresponding relationship, for the secondary teacher subsample,
is a direct relation althéugh not as great in magnifude. However:,
whether these relationships actually hold, in general, needed toc be

-

tested.

Thus, tests were conducted to determine whether the parameters
cy and d, were significantly different from 0. The two null
hypotheses (c1 = 0, and d1 = 0) were tested separately.

The restricted model constructed to test the null hypothesis

that ¢y = D was a model of the same form as (6), except that thec
vectors X(i) and Z(i) are redefined as indicated above. Similarly,
a restricted model of the same form as (7) was constructed to test
the null hypothesis that d = 0. Results of both tests (F = 2.33,
af = 1, 188, p = .12, for the null hypothesis that dl = 0) were a
failure to reject the null hypotheses of zero slopes.

The results of the.above regression analyses may be summarized
as fo%&ows. If no classifications are imposed on inservice subjects,
then the modal concern score does not change with experience. If,
however, inservice ;ubjects are further characterized by sex, then
male subjects' modai concerns scores tend to increase with increasing

experience. However, the modal concerns of females remain constant

A
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over experience. [Finally, when inservice subjects are char-

~
acterized by elementary or secondary level, the modal concerns
score remains constant for all years of teaching experience for

both elementary and secondary teachers.

Conclusions and Reconceptualization

’

Limitations

The Teacher Concerns Statement has serious psychometric
limitations. Consequently, only the most striking conclusions
probably should be given credence. Even some of these may be
artifacts of coding instructicns and other controlled conditions.
For example, individual teachers tended, in accord with prediction,
to have a limited range of concerns, to express concerns in one
category primarily or in adjacent categories. However, it should
be remembered that subjects had only ten minutes to respond. In
addition, coders coded questionable statements "in context." If
a coder could not decide between A and T, a frequent dilemnma, and
the rest of the protocol had beer coded A, the coder coded the
questionable statement A. Coding was a difficult task and ques-
tionaple statements were probably frequent. fConsequently, little
confidence shouid probably be placed in findings about the homo-
geneity of individual teachers' concerns in terms of the sequence
posited here. The scores themselves are probably an estimate of

the central tendency of each teacher's concerns rather than of their

full range.
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Inservice-preservice differences and male-female differences
may deserve more confidence since coding was blind. Still it is
possible that handwriting, idiosyncrat{E lapguage, professional
terms, verb tense, and other protocol characteristics, unrelated
.to concerns, could have digferentiated preéervice from inservice
and male from female protocols. However, strenuous efforts were
made to minimize such effects. For example, cecders were cautioned
to disregard protocol characteristics which might indicate whether
subjects had preservice or inservice status. For instance, they
disregarded verb tense in case preservice teachers used future

tense and inservice teachers used present tense.

Summary of Findings

Differences in concerns between preservice and inservice
teachers seem quite clearcut. Although teachers in both groups
expressed concerns in all six categories, inservice teachers were
more concerned about pupil benefit and less concerned about self
Eenefit than preservice teachers. Inservice teachérs' modal scores
were higher and more of them had pupil concerns than preservice
teachers. In general the proposition was supported that concerns
about pupils are more mature concerns, since pupil concerns are
more characteristic of experienced than inexperienced teachers.
However, we would like to say parenthetically that we belieVe on
the basis of clinical observations that, in situations where in-

service teachers are under stress, for example when the atmosphere
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of the school is uneasy, we would expect the survival concerns
of inservice teachers to increase. ’
Concerns do not mature from beginning to end of preservice
education however. In fact the absolute modal score decreased
at one point, at first contact with teaching, a drop which was

notv significant but occurred in bogh male and female preservice

teachers groups.

The concerns of inservice male teachers became more mature
with increasing experience but this was not true of female in-
ser?ice teachers nor of elementary or secondary teachers.

The posiged sequence seems complete since no new categories
needed to be added and it was possible to code all statements.
However some categories had serious deficiencies. In considering
which categories would be used in developing a structured instru-
ment, certain categories seemed like good candidates for discard.

Category L (Liking) fiad the poorest record. Even on second
coding interjudge agreement for the L proportion score was un-
satisfactory. More impertant L is weak conceptually, including
as it does both concerns about being liked (ccnceptualized ds
borderline concerns ahout self benefit) and concerns about what
pupils are like and about liking them (conceptualized as borderline
concerns about pupil benefit). I, made some contribution to
differentiatirg between preservice and inservice teachers, but

was infrequent in both groups. All in all, L seemed one candidate

for discard.
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Cétegory E (Educational Improvement) not only had low stability
but factor loadings of E were inconsistent with the hypothesized
sequence. More important, E, as it was actually coded, was poorly
related concéptually to the sequence. Initially it had been
defined as a place for pupil benefit corcern which required action
outside the classroom. However such concerns were almost never
expressed in that form, so statements about politics, polemics on
social issues, and even gripes, were coded E. Counsequently the
relationship of this category to student benefit is tenuous. In
addition, E statements might be a product of working in the in
vivo situation, and thus spuriously inflate differences between
preservice and inservice teachers. Since E might thus lead to an
inappropriate rejection of a true null hypothesis, E also seemed
like a good candidate for discard. ’

The sequence initially posited was R, A, L, T, N, E. When L
and E are discarded, four categories remain: R, A, T, and N. R
however is an extremely infrequent rategory accounting for less
than 1% of the modal scores. Since it is conceptually related to

A, R seems a candidate for consolidation with A.

Reconceptualization

Now posited are three stages. The first is defined by (R+A) .
The second is defined by T. The third stage is defined by N. This
reconceptualization was examined by factor aralysis and was the

only set of data so examined.
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Factor analysis. The factor analysis and varimax rotation

for preservice and inservice teachers separately is shown in

Table 15.

As can be sz2en there, the sequence of the loadings on the
first principal axis is as hypothesized: Variables 1, 2, and 3
are in the posited order for both preservice and inservice samples.
The order of the sequence for the preservice group is opposite that
for the inservice group. This again is as hypothesizead.

The loadings for variable 2, "T" (concerns about teaching),
are quite different for the two samples. This is shown by the
loadings of the varimax rotated axis for the two samples. For the
preservice sample, the high lcading for variable ? persists after
the varimax rotation. However, for the inservice sample, the
loading for variable 2 after the varimax rotation drops to a non
significant level. In addition, variable 2 loads high on a
second factor.

In the preservice sample, the loadings for variables 2 (T)
and 3 (N) on the first principal axis are similar, at least in
comparison to the loading for variable 1. However for the in-
service sample, this pronounced similarity between the loadings for

variables 2 (T) and 3 (N) does not exist. In fact, variable 2,
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concerns about teaching, seem to be of a different nature for the -

two samples. For preservice teachers concerns about teaching and

“about pupils might be said to be similar or at least to occur

together. For inservice/teachers ﬁowever, ;he-concerns-about ‘
teaching»variable seems %o be independent of the continuum
.defined by variables 1l and 3.

These results might be restated this way. Preservice teachers
are concerned either about their own adequacy or else they are
concerned about teaching generaliy. They do not make the apparently
fine-distihction between concerns about teaching performance (T)
on the one hand and concerns about pupil benefit (N) on the other.

Inservice teachers however do make this distinction. For
inservice teachérs, two principal factors are defined r;ther than
one as was true of preservicé teachers. - The first factor is quite
clearly a self-pupil\fac r defined by concerns about adequacy {
(A) on‘the one hand and by doncerns about needs of pupils (N) on
the other hand. Concerns gbout teaching (T) makes.no contribution
to this factor. This seems quite clearly a self benefit-pupil |
benefit factor. - .

The second inservice factof is 'a teaching performance factor
refiecting concerh about teaching in the sense of instilling in
pupils what is being taught them.

What can we make of these three factors?

First, it seems quite apparent that all three variables (R + A;

T; N) are required to describe the cci:zerns of preservice and inservice

<
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.
teachers. The single sélf—pupil dimension posited origihally
is not adequate. - ) |
Second, preservice teachers' concerns order themselves along
one dimension, ore we might call a "survival" dimension. They ask
on the one hand "Can I do it" and on the other "How do I do it."
The concerns of inservice teachers can be ordered on two
dimensiqu neither of which is the preservice survival dimension.
The first ¥nservice dimension (self benefit-pupil benefit) is
that initially posited for preservice teachers. This propozition
was incorrect since the self-pupil dimension can describe only
inservice concerns, not preservice Concerns.j The secbﬁd inservice

dimension is apparently degree nf concern about teaching perfor-

mance, more or less concern with the question "How do I do it."

Regearoh of Other lnvestigators.
.The repoiits of investigators who have used the Teacher
Concerns Statement are consistent with the findings reported .
above. Fifst, differences havé been reported between preservice
concern scores and inservice concern scores. Second, preservice
concerns scores have been found to be resistant to change.
Concerns Statement mean scores and tcaching expericnce were
found to be related (r = .35, p<.0l) wher both inservice and
preservice teachers were in the sample (Gardner, 1971), supporting
5

+he finding above that expressed concerns change {rom prescrvice
' ¢

to inservice status.

-



Fuller y2

The concerns of preservice teachers however are found to
be resistant to change. Only a group of freshmen with no
previ0u5~expérience~who taught nine hours a week for one semester
increased their mean concern score, whereas no change in concérn
was observed for a similar groupﬁteaohing during;a second year
nor for a group which observed teachiﬂé six hours a week for a
semester but did not teach (Harp, 1971). After a semester of
intensive feedba&k from instructors, peers, énd;aud;o and video
tapes, percentages of Role and kdequacy concerns decreased some-
what and percentagéé of Liking and Teaching concerns increased,
but pupil Need concerns (N) decreased slightly (Nicholson,
Nilsson, Richard, Corcoran, 1972} . Interaction anaiysis training
and training in Piagetian-type interview techniques produced a
signiTicant increase in mean TCS scores immediately after treat-
ment, but a decrease occurred by the end of the semester to
levgls approiimateiy equal to those obtained on initial mea-
sures (Jones, 1970). Jones commenis that her findings are in
accord with the idea that

...New highef level concerns appear to be relatively easy

to arouse but if rescolution of the new concerns does’ not occur

within a short time, the concern lcvel'drops back to the pre-

P
arousal level (p. 85). -

When observations were made of the verbal behaviors of
four extreme groups (experienced and inexperienced teachers

» : »
with high and low concerns), elecmentary teachers with high con-
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cerns, regardless of experience status, were more indirect
in their verbal behaviors than teachers with low concerns

(Babb, 1971), i.e., high concern teachers spent significantly
more time praising or encouraging studerts and using student’
ideas in classroom discﬂssion,’whereas teachers with low concerns
spent more time giving directibns and criticising. Differences
on the Florida Taxonomy of Cognitive Behavior indicated. that
students in the classrooms of teachers with low concerns had
. fewer opportuﬁities to use information as oppesed to merely
memorizing information (Babb, 1971). |
| High concerns were related to improvement over a semester
in ratio of extended teacher talk to extended pupil talk (Jones,
1970). Thié~was true for teaéhers with Piagetian-type inter-
view training;Abut not for teachers with interaction analysis
training or a placeho treatment. On the other hand, Ga;dner
(1971) found no relationship between concern level and ability
to identify and use behavioral objectives. His finding is not
surprising however since teaching experience was inversely re-
lated to this ability.

! The intuitive conclusion we draw is that teachers whoée
TCS responses afe scored high by coders use certain kinds of
classroom interventions more than other teachers. Special
kinds of teacher training seem likelywto arouse higher 1evel/
concerns at least temporarily, but plain vanilla preservice

training per se dces not change concerns.
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Can kriowledge of concerns be used in preservice training
to invent treatments rather than measure their eflects? Simi-
larity<between the content of education students' concerns
(measufed by a forced choice concerns instrument, not thg TCS)
o; the one hand, and the content of educational psycholoéy courses
on the other, was found to be related to student satisfaction
with the quality of the course (r = -.23, p<.05) and to
| satisfaction with the -instructor-student relationship (r =

-.25, p£.005) when a small difference score indicated high

similarity (Patterson, 1969).

Needed Research

Although these findings from different investigators with
.different populations of teachers from different parts of the
country are consistent. with the model posited earlier (Fuller,
1969), still the limitations of the TCS and of the studies
themselves, such as small sample size, preclude accepting these
findings at face value. It is bossible, fof example, that:-the
coding of the TCS reflects something which is related to these
varied criteria but is not necessarily, solely, or entirely,
teacher "concerns." It is possible that éome artifact, scme
trick of speech or style, for example, could be what is being
coded. We consider this unlikely but still possible. For éll-
these reasons, a first priority scems to be the development of
a structured instrument which has better psychometric propertics

than does fhe TCS.
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{
One obstacle to the development of such an instrument is

the difficulty of devising items about self concern, teaching
concern, and pupil concern which are of equal social desirability.
A second problem is thﬁt-when concerns are‘suggésted to them,
teachers want to choose them all. In addition they do not

choose from a suggested list the same concerns they write down
spontaneously. We do not know whether these problems can be
resolved.

| Even in the absence of such an inétrument,«it might be
possible to discover whether certain concern statements are
related to motivation to learn certain kinds of content. For exam-
ple, are preserviée teache;;,who express concern about discipline
more interested than others in learning about methods of class
cqntrol? Perhaps not. Perhaps they conceive of some concerns

as peing helped by content, but other concerns as problems

~which neéd to be worked out in other ways. If there is a re-
lationship between concern and content, to wﬁéf"qontent does

it extend? Does a teacher concerned with discipline and inter-
ested in learning about methods of class control also want to
learn about research in social control?

If concerns statements and statements about desired content
are related, will the person be more satisfied and interested
when content is congruent with his concerns than when it is not?
Will he learn more? Will he be more likely to translate his

learning into action? In short, does "relevance" really help,
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as is so often claimed? Such information would certainly be
useful not only in teacher education but in other kinds of

training.

Implicafions\for Preservice Education

If concerns;relévant content is found to amplify l=arning,
and some tentative evidence suggests that it might (Patterson, .
1969), then lectures and other matérial for teachers can be made
more effective through a sort of foggh tailoring to size. For
example, "survival training” lectures, while not fitted exactly
to evefy beginning education student, would still fit most of
them, as a size 42 suit fits a size 42 man, not perfectly, but
better than a randomly selected suit--or lecture--does. On
the basis of the evidence nowlavailqble, it seems reasonable
at least to'offér survival‘prainipg to preservice teachers.

Such training might be pavticulafly welcome immediately
after first contact with teaching when survival concerns seem
particularly intense.
| Progress for education students probably should‘be construed
in terms of increase in concern about teachinghperformanée. If
a preservice teacher is concerned about lLow to enunciate clearly
to students, the teacher eduéétor probably ought to accept this
as a relatively mature concern and not cloud the discussion
with irrelevant matters like Qhether the pupils are paying

attention!
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The thought eveh occurs to us that only survival training
(content masfery, communication ékills, and so on)_should be
offered during preservice education and that all the sophisticated
substance of professional education ought to be offered only .

during inservice years.

Implications for Inservice Education

Whereas preservice teachers are, in their concerns at
least, a relatively homogeneous lot, inservice teachers p?obably
are not.

Four groups of inservice teachers might exist. One wants
survival training only. Another wants survival training and
also pe?formance skills. A third wants to find out how to make
more impact on pupils but is open to learniﬁg some performance
skills. The fourth is only concerned about increasing what
pupils learn. These last are probably like the teachers
Jacksoq.(1968) describes.

Herein may lie an explanation for the oft cited "irrelevance"
of inservice teacher education. The most concerned, vocal, and
respected teachers mmay be almost exclusively in group W, con- )
cerned about theiw impact on pupils and what pupils are actually
gaining. Unless they can see the relationship of training to
this concern, they may be impaticntxw}th it. Some other rescarch
suggests that the interest of suqh teachers may be aroused by

impact feedback, for example, sophisticated assessment about .
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attitudes, learning, and prog&osis of individual students.
Such feedback has been found to be disruptive to the behavior
of many teachers (Johnsag et al., 1963; Lauroesch et al., 1969)
but may arouse the interest of teachers concerned about pupil

benefit.

- Summary

Teachers' concerns, previously posited to consist of early
concern about benefit to self and later concern about benefit
to pupils, were examined from content analysis of 1359 Teacher
Concerns Statements. As predicted, preservice teachers were
more concerned about benefit to self and inservice teachers
more concerned about benefit to pupils. Inservice male teachers'
concerns matured with experience but the concerns of preservice
teachers did not change over training nor did female inservice
teachers' concerns change with experience.

Factor analyses suggest one survival dimension (concern about
adequacy vs. teaching performance) for preservice teachers and
two dimensions for inservice teachers. These two are 1) con-
cern about self adequacy vs. concern about pupil benefit, and
2) concern about teaching performance.

Further research suggested includes development of a better
concerns assessment instrument and testing of hypotheses about
relationships between concerns and learning. Suggestions for
teacher education include survival training for self concerned

preservice teachers and impact fecedback for pupil-benef'it concerned

inservicce teachers.
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Footnotes

lThis research was supported in part by the U. S, Office of
Education, Contract No. OE $6-10-108 and the Research and
Development Center for Teacher Education h

2The authors wish to acknowledge the assistance of Gary Borich,
Gail Brown, Carol Case, Carolyn Dahlmeyer, Gene Hall, and
Yvonne Smith,

3In the manual, categories were separated for convenience of
the coders into three groups, Concerns about Self (0), Concerns
about Self as Teacher (R, A, L) and Concerns about Pupils (T,
N, E). These titles are included here in order to represent
accurately the instructions given to coders. However, 0 con-
cerns were not used in analyses, and the two remaining groupings

are cveferred to in this paper as concerns about self (rather

than concerns about self as teacher) and concerns ahbout pupils.
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Subject

TABLE 1

Frequency Scores for Two Hypothetical Subjects

-

NI

Frequency Scores
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Modal
Score

5
6

Totals

!

TABLE 2

Distribution of Modal Scores for

Inservice and Preservice Teachers

Preservice
Frequency %
6 5
15 1
y4y 4l
8se 9
274 27
20Y 19
20 2
1028 100

Teachers

Inservice
Frequency %
0 0
1 0
22 8
8 3
48 18
108 41
78 29
265 100

Consolidated
Frequency %
6 0
16 1
4ue6 3y
96 7
322 2u
309 23
98 7
1293 100
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TABLE 3
Distribut ion of Range Scores for

Inservice and Preservice Teachers

Teachers
Range Preservice Inservice , Consolidated
Score .
Frequency % Frequency. % - Frequency %
0 501 49 146 55 6u7 50
1 264 26 67 25 | 331 26
2 162 17 33 32 195 15
3 87 8 10 (O 97 8
Y 10 1 6 2 16 1
5 4 0 3 1 7 0

Totals 1028 100 265 100 . 1293 100
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- TABLE 4 -

55

Spearman Rank Order Correlations Between First and Second Codings

(Coded Two Weeks Apart) for Freguency of Concerns

in Each of Six Categories (N=u8)

(Experienced)

#2

{Inexperienced)

Note.--All coefficients are significantly hon-zero at the

°(=.05 level.

.81

.27

Category of Concerns

A L T N E
.76 .56 .50 .85 .59
.77 .66 .59 .58 L4l

______
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TABLE 5
Spearman Rank Order Correlations Between First and Second Codings
(Coded Two Weeks Apart) for Derived:Scores (N=u8)

Proportion Scores

Modal Range | for Catogories
Coder Score Score R A L T N £
#1 .76 .57 .83 .80 .58 .54 .79 .63
(Experienced)
#2 .59 .70 .24 .68 .61 .56 .64 .4l
(Inexperienced) (NS)
P4

Note.--All coefficients are signiticantly non-zero at the

o(=,05 level except where noted by (NS).

Vo
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TABLE 6
Spearman Rank Order Correlations Between Coders

fur Frequency of Concerns in Each of Six Categories (N=U8)

5 Category of Concerns

Codings

1st coding of .23 .62 .21 .20 . .31 .35

2 coders (NS) (NS) (NS)
2d coding of .37 .38 .30 27 . .bu . .26

- 2 coders

Note.--All coefficients are significantly non-zero at the

o=.05 level except where noted by (NS).
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\ TABLE 7
Spearman Rank Order Correlations Between
Coders for Derived Scores (N=48)
Proportion Scores
Modal Range for Categories
Codings Score Score

R A L T N E

1st coding of e 42 .23 .70 .16 .20 .45 .42
2 coders ~ (NS) (NS) (NS)

2d coding of .33 .u9 .39 .46 .22 .28 .60 .27
2 coders (NS)

Note.--All correlations are significantly non-zero at the

o=.05 level except where noted by (NS).



Fuller | | 59

. TABLE 8
Relationship of Concerns Level to Verbosity for

Preservice and Inservice Teachers

N Preservice Inservice
Concerns

Level # Words # Statements # Words # Statements

High Concerns Ss Mean=93.2 Mean=2.2 Mean=75.7 Mean=2.9
(N, E, or N+E) N=58 N=58 N=102 N=102

Middle Concerns Ss Mean=77.2 Mean=2.3 Mean=66.1 Mean=2.6

(T, L, or T+L) ‘N=115 N=115 N=28 N=28
Lo Concerns Ss Mean=86.5 Mean=2.6 Mean=68.8 Mean=2.0
(R, A, or R+A) N=121 N=121 ~ N=8 N=8
F 3.834 1.58 0.51 0.73
daf 2,291 2,291 2,135 2,135
prob p<.05  Non-sig. Non-sig. Non-sig.
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TABLE 9
Proportions of Preservice and Inservice Teachers Expressing

Concerns Only about Self, Only about Pupils, or Mixed

Classification Self Only? Pupils Onlyb - Mixed®
— ' ‘
Preservice
43% 2% 28%
Teachers
Inservice
10% 77% : 13%
Teachers
Al). Teachers 36% 39% 25%

4Concerns only about self: R, A, and/or L.

bConcerns only about students: T, N, and/or E,

€Concerns about both self and puﬁiléE R, A, L, T, N,/ - - e

and/or E.
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TABLE 10
First Principal Axis Factor Analysis
of Dichotomized Frequency Scores
Factér Loadings on lst Principal Axis

Dighotomized
Frequency Scoré Préservice Sample Inservice Sample
for Category (N=1028) , (N=265)

R _.20 43

A -.83 .79

L -.31 LUl

T .55 _ .13

N .73 | | -.68

E .10 -.26

Note.--Percentages of the trace extracted by the first

prinéiEQIMEXis were 1) for preservice sample, 27.7%; 2) for

inservice sample, 25.U%.
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TABLE 11
Means and Standard Deviations of Modal Scores

by Sex and Experience (N=1261)

Classification Male Female Row Means
Preservice N=199 N=829
Mean=3.23 Mean=3.25 3. 24
SD=1.31 SD=1.29
Inservice N=68 " N=165
Mean=4.90 Mean=4.78 4,84
SD=1.30 SD=1.08 |

Column Means $4.06 4.02
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TABLE 13

Stages of Training Defined for Preservice Subjects

Stage No. Description

1l : No classroom teaching experience and no

previous education course work.

2 Education course work but no classroom

teaching experience.

3 Presenitly observing in the classroom (which
may or may not include limited teaching)

and taking education course work.

4 Completed observation in the classroom

and presently taking education course work.
5 Presently student teaching.

6 - Coupleted student teaching, but not yet

an inservice teacher.
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TABLE 14
Means and Standard Deviations of Modal Scores of

Preservice Teachers by Sex and Stage of Training

Stage of Training Male Female Row Means
1 N=62 N=123
Mean=3.27 Mean=3.1lu 3.21
SD=1.06 SD=1.32
2 N=56 N=355
Mean=3.U46 Mean=3.31 3.39
SD=1.46 SD=1.31
3 N=24 N=146
Mean=2.75 Mean=2.73 2.74
SD=1.33 SD=1.13
y N=11 N=184
Mean=3.36 Mean=3.55 3.46
SD=1.21 SD=1.27
S N=2 N=U46
Mean=3.00 Mean=3. 39 3.20
SD=1.4l SD=1.22
6 N=3 N=16
Mean=2.67 Mean=3.38 3.02
SD=1.15 SD=1.26

Column Means

3.09

3.25
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Factor Analysis of Three Variable Reconceptualization

TABLE 15

Preservice (N=1028)

1st

Variable Prin-~
cipal

Axis
1 (R+A) -.8604
2 (T) .5957
3 (N) .7285

Varimax
Rotation 1st
of 1st Prin-
Principal cipal-
Axis Axis
-.8604 .7833
.5957 .2135
.72985 -.8175

Inservice (N=265)

Varimax
Rotation . 2d
of 1st Prin-
Principal cipal
Axis Axis
.8233 -.2830
.0233 .9614
-.7986 -.0176

66

Varimax
Rotation
of 24
Principal
Axis

-.1260

. 9846

-.1756

Note.--Only principal axes with eigen values »1.0 are presented.
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Figure Captions

Fig. 1
Relationship Between Number of Years of Teaching Experience

and Modal Concerns Level for Males and Females
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